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A PnOFLSSIONAI,  ConI’OnI 

P i l O E E l l X  

Ic;.iJ<\z, ~ 1 t “1% 

CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONER 

COMMISSIONER 

AMES M. IRVIN 

LENZ D. JENNINGS 

.N THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION ) DOCKET NO. U-0000-97-238 
IF U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, 
lOMPLIANCE WITH S271 OF THE 
CELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996 

INC.’S ) 
U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, 
INC.‘S RESPONSE TO AT&T 
COMMUNICATIONS OF THE 
MOUNTAIN STATES, INC.’S 
ADDITIONS TO MAY 27, 1997 
PROCEDURAL ORDER 

) 
) 
) 
) 

U S WEST Communications, Inc. ( \ \ U  S WEST”), by its 

idersigned counsel, hereby responds to the addltlons proposed by 

C&T Communications of the Mountain States, (”AT&T”) to the 

cocedural Order released on May 27, 1997 by the Arlzona 

2rporation Commission (the “Commission”) in the above-captioned 

roceeding. 

. ATTACHMENT B 

Inc. 

AT&T has proposed that the Commisslon add six items to t h e  

ist of questlons contained in Attachment B to its May 27 O r d e r .  

‘here are two points to be made with respect to t h e  proposed  

dditional items. 

First, while the first three items purport to concern 

Jhether U S WEST has sufficient “capaclty €or provldlng resold 

services and network elements,” they in fact ask U S WEST to make 

Ipples-and-oranges comparlsons that are hard to understand and 

xce probably of little value. For example, AT&T apparently wants 
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J S WEST to compare the number of "orders for resold services and 

rnbundled loops" processed in a day with the "volumes of orders 

:hat it can process for its own retail customers in a day." Not 

mly does that ask U S WEST to compare what it actually processes 

Eor the competitive local exchange carriers ("CLECs") with what 

it \\can process" for its retail customer - an inapt comparison 

?roviding no helpful information - but it also seeks a comparison 

2etween two sets of orders that are not comparable, since U S 

rJEST does not receive orders for "resold services and unbundled 

loops" to its retail customers. Providing the aggregate numbers 

2f orders processed for different checklist items is not 

2bjectionable; making comparisons of items that yield no 

neaningful data is unnecessary and serves no u s e f u l  purpose. 

Second, the second three items, addressing \ \ f u t u r e  capacity 

for providing resold services and network elements," a l l  deal 

with the capability of U S WEST to meet CLECs "future forecasted 

demands." These items highlight how critical it is for U S WEST 

and the Commission to receive untimely and accurate CLEC 

forecasts of their levels of demand for U S WEST resold services 

and elements. To date, such forecasts have not been forthcoming. 

U S WEST can hardly be expected to spend money on maintaining 

unused capacity to cover future demand that may never 

materialize. The Commission should condition any requirement 

that U S WEST provide information on its ability to meet "future 

capacity" on the CLECs first having shared with U S WEST accurate 

demand forecasts. 
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I. HEARING ON U S WEST SECTION 271 APPLICATION 

AT&T requests that the Commission hold a hearing on U S 

'EST's Section 271 submissions. If the Commission believes that 

hearing would help it in fulfilling its obligation to evaluate 

S WEST'S checklist compliance and report thereon to the FCC, 

I S  WEST has no objection to having such a hearing. 

DATED this 26th day of June, 1997. 

U S WEST LAW DEPARTMENT 
Norton Cutler 
AND 
FENNEMORE CRAIG, P . C .  

Theresa Dwyer 
3003 North Central Avenue 
Suite 2600 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 
(602) 916-5151 

Attorneys for U S WEST 
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

IRIGINAL and ten copies of 
:he foregoing hand-delivered 
for filing this 26th day of 
June, 1997, to: 

lrizona Corporation Commission 
locket Control 
1200 West Washington Street 
Ihoenix, Arizona 85007 

ZOPIES of the foregoing hand 
jelivered this 26th day of June, 1997,to: 

2arl Dabelstein, Director 
3tilities Division 
4rizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
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Christopher Kempley 
Assistant Chief Counsel 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1 2 0 0  West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 8 5 0 0 7  

COPIES of the foregoing mailed 
this 26th day of June, 1 9 9 7 ,  
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IIDonald A. Low 

S i 4 0  Ward Parkway 
Kansas City, Missouri 64114  

Lex J. Smith 
Michael W. Patten 
Brown & Bain 
2 9 0 1  North Central Avenue 
P. 0.  Box 400  
Phoenix, AZ 8 5 0 0 1 - 0 4 0 0  

Thomas H. Campbell 
Lewis and Roca 
40 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 8 5 0 0 4  
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Joan S. Burke 
Osborn Maledon 
2 9 2 9  N. Central Avenue, 
P. 0. Box 3 6 3 7 9  
Phoenix, AZ 8 5 0 6 7 - 6 3 7 9  

21St Floor 
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Karen L. Clauson 
Thomas F. Dixon 
MCI Telecommunications Corporation 
7 0 7  17th Street, Suite 3900  
Denver, CO 8 0 2 0 2  

Greg Patterson 
Residential Utility Consumer Office 
2 8 2 8  North Central Avenue, 
Phoenix, AZ 8 5 0 0 4  

Suite 1200 

PHX/TBERG/759886.1/67817.150 
26 I 

24 

25 
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